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It is worth noting that Lenin, who does not admit any diver-
gence between Marx and Engels, adopts in his Materialism and
Empiric-Criticism a view which is more nearly that of Engels
than that of Marx.
For my part, while I do not think that materialism can be
proved, I think Lenin is right in saying that it is not disproved
by modern physics. Since his time, and largely as a reaction
against his success, respectable physicists have moved further
and further from materialism, and it is naturally supposed, by
themselves and by the general public, that it is physics which
has caused this movement. I agree with Lenin that no sub-
stantially new argument has emerged since the time of Berkeley,
with one exception- This one exception, oddly enough, is the
argument set forth by Marx in his theses on Feuerbach, and
completely ignored by Lenin. If there is no such thing as sensa-
tion, if matter as something which we passively apprehend is a
delusion, and if 'truth' is a practical rather than a theoretical
conception, then old-fashioned materialism, such as Lenin's,
becomes untenable. And Berkeley's view becomes equally un-
tenable, since it removes the object in relation to which we are
active. Marx's intsrumentalist theory, though he calls it material-
istic, is really not so. As against materialism, its arguments have
indubitably much force. Whether it is ultimately valid is a
difficult question, as to which I have deliberately refrained from
expressing an opinion, since I could not do so without writing
a complete philosophical treatise.
(2) Dialectic in History. The Hegelian dialectic was a full-
blooded affair. If you started with any partial concept and
meditated on it, it would presently turn into its opposite; it and
its opposite would combine into a synthesis, which would, in
turn, become the starting point of a similar movement, and so on
until you reached the Absolute Idea, on which you could reflect
as long as you liked without discovering any new contradic-
tions. The historical development of the world in time was
merely an objectification of this process of thought. This view
appeared possible to Hegel, because for fritn mind was the ulti-
imate reality; for Marx, on the contrary, matter is the ultimate
teality. Nevertheless he continues to think that the world
itevdops according to a logical formula. To Hegel, the develop-
ment of history is as logical as a game of chess. Marx and Engels
keep the rules of chess, while supposing that the chessmen
move themselves in accordance with the laws of physics, without

